Appl.No. 10/681,253 

Amendment dated November 1, 2007 

Reply to Office Action of August 6, 2007 

REMARKS 

In the August 6, 2007 Office Action, claims 19-35 and 37-43 stand rejected in view of 

prior art. No other objections or rejections were made in the Office Action. 

Status of Claims and Amendments 
In response to the August 6, 2007 Office Action, Applicants have amended the title, 

the specification, the abstract and claims 19-35 and 37-43 as indicated above. Thus, claims 
19-35 and 37-43 are pending, with claims 1 and 35 being the only independent claims. 
Reexamination and reconsideration of the pending claims are respectfijlly requested in view 
of above amendments and the following comments. 

Interview Summary 
On September 28, 2007, the undersigned conducted a telephonic interview with 
Supervisory Patent Examiner Thomas B. Will, who is the supervisor of Examiner McGowan 
(the Examiner in charge of the above-identified patent application). Applicants wish to thank 
Supervisory Patent Examiner Thomas B. Will for the opportunity to discuss the above- 
identified patent application during the Interview of September 28, 2007. 

The undersigned explained claims and proposed limiting the invention fi-om a '*work 
vehicle" to a "bulldozer". Supervisory Patent Examiner Will stated that he looked forward 
to such an amendment that would focus the invention to a particular type of work vehicle. 
Also the undersigned explained that many of the features of the dependent claims are not 
shown in the pi'ior art of record and these features are dismissed with conclusory statements 
in the Office Action. For example, the Office Action states that "it is an obvious matter of 
design choice to position the fuel and the hydraulic tanks is the specified positions". 
Moreover, with respect to the specified positions of the fuel and the hydraulic tanks, the 

Office Action states in support of this conclusory statement that "since applicant has not 
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disclosed that having tanks in the claimed positions solves any stated problem or is for any 
particular purpose and it appears that the work machine would perform equally well with 
tanks positioned anywhere on the vehicle". The undersigned respectfully asserted that this 
statement of the Office Action is inaccurate. The specification clearly states that the 
arrangement of the cooling ^mit and the tanks provide for improved visibility. See page 9, 
lines 6 to 13 of the subject the specification. Moreover, the U.S. Patent Laws do not require a 
statement in the patent on the benefits of a particular structure. 

In view of the interview. Supervisory Patent Examiner Will stated that he agreed 
not to make the next Office Action final if Applicants made such amendments limiting 
the claims to a bulldozer. 

Amended Independent Claims 19 and 35 
Applicants have amended independent claims 19 and 35 to more clearly define the 
present invention over the prior art of record. In particular, Applicants have amended 
independent claim 19 to recite a bulldozer with improved visibility in both forward and 
rearward directions of the bulldozer by mounting the cooling unit to the rear of the bulldozer. 
Also Applicants have amended independent claim 35 to recite a bulldozer with improved 
visibility in a forward direction by mounting the cooling unit to the rear of the bulldozer and 
angling the engine cover downwardly angled towards the bulldozer blade along the center 
longitudinal axis of the bulldozer. 

Rejections - 35 U.S. C. § 102 
In numbered paragraphs 2 and 3 of the Office Action, the pending claims 19-21, 27- 
31 and 34 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by either U.S. Patent 
No. 3,978,938 (hereinafter the "Joscher et al. patent") or the U.S. Patent No. 3,451,494 
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(hereinafter the "Kowalik patent""). In response, Applicants have amended independent 
claims 19 and 35 to clearly define the present invention over the prior ait of record. 

Rejection Based Solelv on the Joscher et al. Patent 
Independent claims 19 and 35 clearly now recite a bulldozer with a pair of tracks and 
a bulldozer blade. Clearly, this structure is not disclosed by the Joscher et al. patent. It is 
well settled imder U.S. patent law that for a reference to anticipate a claim, the reference must 
disclose each and every element of the claim within the reference. Therefore, Applicants 
respectfully submit that independent claims 19 and 35, as now amended, and dependent 
claims 20 to 26, 29 to 34 and 37 to 43 are not anticipated by the Joscher et al. patent. 
Withdrawal of this rejection is respectfully requested. 

Rejection Based Solelv on the Kowalik Patent 
Independent claims 19 and 35 clearly now recite a bulldozer with a cooling module 
fluidly coupled to a front mounted engine^ with the cooling module being coupled to a rear 
end portion of the vehicle frame. The Kowsdik patent discloses two separate engines with a 
each engine having its own radiator. Clearly, the Kowalik patent fails to disclose a front 
mounted engine fluidly coupled to a rear mounted cooling module. It is well settled under 
U.S. patent law that for a reference to anticipate a claim, the reference must disclose each and 
every element of the claim within the reference. Therefore, Applicants respectfully submit 
that independent claims 19 and 35, as now amended, and dependent claims 20 to 26, 29 to 34 
and 37 to 43 are not anticipated by the Kowalik patent. 

Withdrawal of this rejection is respectfiilly requested. 
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Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 103 

In numbered paragraphs 5 and 6 of the Office Action, claims 22-26, 32, 33, 35 and 
37-43 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over either the 
combination of the Joscher et al. patent in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,793,028 (hereinafter the 
"Pack patent"), or the combination of the Kowalik patent in view of the Pack patent. In 
response. Applicants have amended independent claims 19 and 35 to clearly define the 
present invention over the prior art of record. 

Rejection Based the Combination of the Joscher et al. Patent and the Pack patent 
As mentioned above, independent claims 19 and 35 clearly now recite a bulldozer 
with a pair of tracks and a bulldozer blade. Clearly, neither the Joscher et al. patent nor the 
Pack patent discloses a bulldozer as claimed. Thus, any hypothetical vehicle created by 
combing the teachings of the Joscher et al. patent and the Pack patent would not render 
obvious the claimed bulldozer. 

Therefore, Applicants respectfixUy submit that independent claims 19 and 35, as now 
amended, and dependent claims 20 to 26, 29 to 34 and 37 to 43 are not rendered obvious by 
the combination of the Joscher et al. Patent and the Pack patent. 
Withdrawal of this rejection is respectfixUy requested. 

Rejection Based the Combination of the Kowalik Patent and the Pack patent 
As mentioned above, independent claims 19 and 35 clearly now recite a bulldozer 
with a pair of tracks and a bulldozer blade. However, independent claims 19 and 35 also now 
more recite that a cooling unit is disposed at the rear of the bulldozer so that the engine 
cover is lower to make the bulldozer blade visible from the operator seat when looking over 
the engine cover. Applicants' respectfiiUy assert that the combination of the Kowalik patent 
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and the Pack patent fails to discloses a bulldozer with the arrangement of the engine cover 
and the cooling unit as claimed. In particular, while the Pack patent discloses moving a 
radiator to a rear of a work vehicle, the Pack patent fails to provide one skilled in the art with 
any reason to modify the operator's seat, the bulldozer blade configuration so that the 
bulldozer blade visible from the operator seat when looking over the engine cover as recited 
in independent claims 19 and 35. 

Moreover, with respect to independent claim 19, the Kowalik patent and the Pack 
patent fail to disclose any relationship between a rear mounted cooling unit and a rear end 
of a tank of a bulldozer. In other words, since the Kowalik patent and the Pack patent are 
silent on any possible relationship between a rear mounted cooling unit and a rear end of a 
tank, the combination of the Kowalik patent and the Pack patent cannot provide one skilled 
in the art with any reason to modify a bulldozer in such a manner as to meet independent 
claim 19. 

Thus, any hypothetical vehicle created by combing the teachings of the Kowalik patent and 
the Pack patent would not render obvious the claimed bulldozer as set forth in claim 19. As 
stated in the specification, the arrangement of the cooling imit with respect to the tanks 
provide for improved visibility. See page 9, lines 6 to 13 of the subject the specification. 
Thus, this arrangement is not merely a design choice, but an innovation for providing better 
rear visibility when the cooling unit is at the rear of the bulldozer. 

Therefore, Applicants respectfijlly submit that independent claims 19 and 35, as now 
amended, and dependent claims 20 to 26, 29 to 34 and 37 to 43 are not rendered obvious by 
the combination of the Joscher et al. Patent and the Pack patent. 

Withdrawal of this rejection is respectfully requested. 
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Dependent Claims 

Applicants believe that the dependent claims clarify the scope of independent claims 
19 and 35 as well as adds novel features. For example, claims 20, 21, 41 and 43 clarify that 
independent claims 19 and 35 do not require a roof or cab, while claim 24 clarifies that 
independent claims 19 and 35 do not require the tracks to be of a separate module that is 
attached to the frame. 

Accordingly, Applicants believe that the features of the dependent claims are also 
allowable over the prior art of record in that they depend fi-om independent claims 19 and 35, 
and therefore, are allowable for the reasons stated above. Also, the dependent claims are 
fiuther allowable because they include additional limitations. Thus, Applicants believe that 
since the prior art of record does not disclose or suggest the invention as set forth in 
independent claims 19 and 35, the prior art of record also fails to disclose or suggest the 
inventions as set forth in the dependent claims. 

Therefore, Applicants respectfiiUy request that this rejection be withdrawn in view of 
the above comments and amendments. 

Prior Art Citation 

In the Office Action, additional prior art references were made of record. Applicants 

believe that these references do not render the claimed invention obvious. 

* * * 

In view of the foregoing amendment and comments. Applicants respectfixUy assert 
that claims 19 to 26 and 29 to 43 are now in condition for allowance. Reexamination and 
reconsideration of the pending claims are respectfiilly requested. 
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Of course, if there are any questions, please feel free to contact the undersigned. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/David L. Tamoff/ 
David L. Tamoff 
Reg. No. 32,383 

GLOBAL IP COUNSELORS, LLP 
1233 Twentieth Street, NW, Suite 700 
Washington, DC 20036 
(202)-293-0444 

Dated: November L2007 
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